Remarks 



[0010] Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all of the 
claims of the application. The status of the claims is as follows: 

• Claims 1 -5 and 11-13 are currently pending 

• No claims are canceled herein 

• Claims 1 and 1 1 are amended herein 

[0011] Support for the amendments to claims 1 and 11 can be found in the 
specification at least at pages 19-21 . 

Claims 1-5 and 11-13 Recite Statutory Subject Matter Under § 101 
[0012] Claims 1-5 and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as allegedly being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
[0013] Nevertheless, for the sole purpose of expediting prosecution and without 
commenting on the propriety of the Office's rejections, Applicant herein amends claims 
1 and 11 as shown above. Claims 2-5 and 12-13 depend from amended claim 1 and 
11, respectively, and incorporate by their dependency the amended language. 
Applicant respectfully submits that these amendments render the § 101 rejection moot. 
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Cited Documents 

[0014] The following documents have been applied to reject one or more claims of 
the Application: 

• Berkland: Berkland et aL, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/01 1 1 525 

• Sato: Sato et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0120344 



Claims 1-5 and 11-13 Are Non-Obvious Over Berkland in view of Sato 



[0015] Claims 1-5 and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over Berkland in view of Sato. Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection. 

[0016] Nevertheless, without conceding the propriety of the rejection and in the 
interests of expediting allowance of the application, Applicant herein amends claim 1 to 
incorporate features recited in the specification. Applicant submits that Berkland does 
not teach or suggest the following features of this claim, as amended (with emphasis 
added): 

A method for discovering services available in a computing environment, 
comprising: 

in an application program executed on a computer: 

defining at least one discovery scope identifying a searchable query 

domain; 

defining a discovery filter comprising a simple filter and a rich filter^ 

wherein the simple filter provides for expression of the searchable query domain by 
service type, service interface and/or service characteristics and the rich filter provides 
for expression of the searchable query domain using query semantics ; and 

initiating a search request to a first application programming interface; 

in the first application programming interface: 
parsing the search request; 
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retrieving service information corresponding to tlie requested 
discovery scope and discovery filter; and 

returning tlie service information to the application program. 

[0017] Claim 1 recites in part, "defining at least one discovery scope identifying a 
searchable query domain." The Office cites Berkland as teaching "defining a discovery 
scope." ( Office Action , page 3.) The Office cites Figs. 5-6 in Berkland as allegedly 
teaching this element. Berkland, however, is directed to "a mechanism for the dynamic 
discovery and selection of web service implementation at runtime without explicit client 
control: ( Berkland . Abstract.) For ease of discussion, Figs. 5 and 6 from Berkland are 
shown below: 
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500 

N 



</servic6S> 



FfG. 5 



public Object!] 

{!fScovety(0NafrieporiTyp8QName, 
SJrifig wsdIRelerwce); 

public O&jeeifJ 

discovfefy^QName portTyjjeONarnB. 

Definiliof^ wsdiDefinjlion); 



Goal: Discover ^rvices implementinsa WSDL portT?pe. 
In iiO\h meihods, portlypeQName Is a Qname CquaiiElsd nsme wsiH a nart)espac6 
URt a iocat tiame) for a WSDl porjType. \n tnc ftfst wctnod, wsdSRefefence 
is a URS pO!!it!f!9 hi a WSDL documenl. This js She reference to Sha aiigirsa! 
VVSDL doctirneM describing the service (it at least inctLtdes tire <poinyj>e> 
element) used by ibe WS!F cSigrst. in Jhe seco«d meihotl, wstilDefinilion a 
WSDL43 represef^iation of the ori^inai WSDL document describing the seaice, 

Both fr\eihcds rstum an array of Object; each Object rrtust be either a Sfrine 
repfesBirtifjQ a WSDl URl or a WSDL4j DetiriiliOfi; eilhar will be used in «ie 
Selectfon mechanism. 



FIG. 6 



[0018] Berkland recites in Fig. 6 tliat "[i]n tine first metliod, wsdIReference is a URL 
pointing to a WSDL document." (Berkland . Fig. 6) Berkland further recites "[i]n the 
second method, wsd I Definition is a WSDL4J representation of the original WSDL 
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document describing tlie service... Both methods return an array of Object; each Object 



must be either a String representing a WSDL URL, or a WDL4J Definition; either will be 



used in the election mechanism." ( Berkland . Fig. 6) 



[0019] However, Berkland does not teach or suggest "defining at least one discovery 



scope identifying a searchable query domain," as recited in amended claim 1. 



(Emphasis added.) 



[0020] Claim 1 also recites in part, "defining a discovery filter comprising a simple 



filter and a rich filter." The Office cites Berkland as teaching "defining a discovery filter." 



( Office Action , page 3.) The Office cites Fig. 7 in Berkland as allegedly teaching this 



element. Again, for ease of discussion. Fig. 7 from Berkland is shown below: 



piihitc vf)ie! seSactim {Q^Jan-e portTypeQMame, 

Oljjecn] caniJidaleWiiOL. 
String origlflaiWSOLRefsrence); 

public void st^BCtioM (QHanre pottTypeQNatne, 

Object!) canditjateWSOL, 
Uefiniiion origina! wSDlDeffnition) : 

public Osmmn geOefinittonO; 
public Port getPortO; 
public Senrice gelSeiviceO; 



Goat: Selcc! a ser</;C8 imcieraeRiaSio,'"! and a port wiihin !!ie service, 
Th() selection tnethods imtiste tpe 3i;!i.iai selisetitr) (nechamsfii. The 
pcftTypeQMsme in bom forns is a OName for a WSSU portType. The 
Ottjftcl array for bofh toinis coiries Uam me Discovers' mectoisro. 
The orlgliialWSDUetefefice in the Usi tof;n is a UHi potmiRs tt; a 
WSDLdocuf^ent. This is m fefeience io ll« origins! WSDL document 
dtscrtoing the service (it at least includes ll« <poftT/pe> eiemersi) 
used tsy m W8IF clien-. Tfie OfigiiiaiWSDLDermilioa is a VtfSDMJ 
rgpfesBfitaiiun a( the originaf WSDL document ilescritfing the semce. 

The othar metfiods rsturrj 'movs WS014J ctasses desctibiiig 
•The entire WSDL service detirelion 
*Thii WSDL service element only 
*The WSDL port eisment only 



F/G. 7 



[0021] Berkland recites in Fig. 7 that "[t]selection methods initiate the actual selection 



mechanism." (Berkland . Fig. 7) Berkland further recites "[t]he other methods return 
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various WSDL4J classes describing *The entire WSDL service definition *The WSDL 
service element only *The WSDL port element only." (Berkland, Fig. 7) 
[0022] However, Berkland does not teach or suggest "defining a discovery filter, 
comprising a simple filter and a rich filter," as recited in amended claim 1. 

(Emphasis added.) 

[0023] Consequently, neither Berkland nor Sato teaches or suggests all of the 
elements and features of this claim. Accordingly, independent claim 1 is believed to be 
allowable over Berkland and Sato for at least the reasons discussed. 
[0024] Dependent claims 2-5 depend from independent claim 1 and are allowable 
by virtue of their dependency from allowable claim 1, as well as for the additional 
features that each recites. 

[0025] Independent claim 1 1 is rejected as being obvious over Berkland in view of 
Sato for similar reasons as claim 1 . Claim 1 1 is allowable at least for reasons similar to 
those discussed above in regards to claim 1 . 

[0026] Dependent claims 12 and 13 depend from independent claim 11 and are 
allowable by virtue of their dependency from allowable claim 11 , as well as for the 
additional features that each recites. 
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Conclusion 

[0027] Applicant submits that all pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the application. 
If any issues remain that prevent issuance of this application, the Examiner is urged to 
contact the undersigned representative for the Applicant before issuing a subsequent 
Action. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Representative for Applicant 

/Dale G. Mohlenhoff 37,683/ Dated: Octobers. 2009 

Dale G. Mohlenhoff (dalem@leehayes.com; 509-944-4738) 
Registration No. 37,683 

Robert G. Hartman (rob@leehayes.com) 
Registration No. 58,970 
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